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Abstract 
Matching the expectations of teachers and learners is significant for successful language learning. Moreover, teachers should 
discover what their learners think and feel about what and how they want to learn. Therefore, this study investigates International 
College, Suan Sunandha Rajabhat University students’ preferences toward error corrections in order to help SSRUIC teachers 
match their expectations and their learners because it is important for successful language learning. This study examined the 
learners’ attitude and preference toward error correction through 50 first year SSRUIC students both male (25) and female (25) in 
Bangkok, Thailand. The data were collected from a questionnaire and interviews to investigate the necessity and frequency, 
timing, type of errors, method of corrective feedback, and person who gives error correction in order to answer the overall 
research question and sub-questions. The findings indicate five suggestions regarding the overall research question. Firstly, errors 
should be treated, and always be treated. Secondly, treating errors after finish speaking is the most appropriate time. Thirdly, 
“errors that may cause problems in an understanding of listener” and “frequent spoken errors” should be treated. Fourthly, 
repetition and explicit feedback were the most popular types of feedback among males, whereas metalinguistic feedback was the 
most favoured types amongst females. Finally, teachers were the most preferred person to deliver corrective feedback for the 
learners. Although the results of the study are difficult to generalize to a larger population, which are Thai EFL learners because 
of the small sample, the findings provide useful information that may contribute to understanding of SSRUIC learners’ 
preferences toward error corrections and it might reduce the gap between what teachers employ and what students expect when 
receiving corrective feedback. The reduction of this gap may be useful for the learning process and could enhance the efforts of 
both teachers and learners in a Thai context.   
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1. Introduction 
“One of the most serious blocks to learning is the mismatch between teacher and learner expectations about what 
should happen in the classroom” (Nunan, 1987, p.177). Many studies such as Cathcart & Olsen (1976) and Schulz 
(2001) showed mismatches between teachers’ practices and students’ learning preferences. This mismatch between 
teacher’s and students’ perceptions can cause unsatisfactory learning outcomes (Nunan, 1987 and Schulz, 
2001). Moreover, teachers should focus on various factors which affect on students’ English Learning Achievement 
(Pathomchaiwat, 2013). A lot of studies have examined teachers’ preferences for and the effectiveness of corrective 
feedback in second language acquisition whereas only a few studies have investigated students’ perceptions 
regarding error correction. There have been no studies, however, which have explored SSRUIC students’ 
preferences toward error corrections. Therefore, this study will examine the preferences because different 
backgrounds of learners might have different perceptions and if successful language learning is based on matching 
the expectations of teachers and students, it will be useful to gain information about learners’ perceptions on error 
correction and to utilize that information in dealing with classroom errors effectively. 
2. Review of Literature 
2.1. The necessity of error correction 
Errors are important because they inform language teachers about the students’ accuracy and their language 
learning process, and they help students to discover the systematic structure of the target language.  
2.2. Timing of error correction 
 
In speaking classes, errors can be corrected both immediately and delayed, while the correction in writing classes 
is normally delayed so as to allow for teachers to collect written work and respond.  
2.3. Types of corrective feedback 
 
Six types of corrective feedback are used by teachers in response to learners’ errors (Lyster and Ranta, 1997): 
1. Explicit correction: Indicating clearly that the learner has committed an error and the teacher provides the 
correct form.  
2. Recast: Indirect indication that the learner’s utterance was incorrect. The teacher implicitly reformulates the 
learner’s wrong pattern or provides the correction.  
3. Clarification requests: The teacher indicates that the message has not been understood or the utterance 
consisted of some kind of mistake by using phrase such as ‘I don’t understand’ or ‘excuse me’. Then, a repetition or 
a reformulation from the learner is required. 
4. Metalinguistic feedback: The teacher asks questions or provides information or comments related to the 
formation of the learner’s utterance without providing the correct form, for example, ‘Do we say it like that?’ 
5. Elicitation: The teacher can elicit the correct answer from the students by asking them questions by pausing to 
allow the learner to complete the teacher’s utterance, for example, ‘He is a ___.’ The distinction between elicitations 
and questions is elicitations require more than a yes/no response  
6. Repetition: The teacher repeats the learner’s error and changes intonation to draw learners’ attention to it. 
2.4. Types of errors that need to be corrected 
 
Japanese English language learners have strong preferences toward correction of pragmatic errors and errors that 
interfered with communication (Katayama, 2007). On the other hand, 75% of the 188 ESL learners preferred their 
errors to be corrected all or most of the time, but when the learners were provided with correction of nearly all of 
their errors, they regarded it as being difficult to produce coherent L2 speech while being interrupted by their 
teacher (Cathcart and Olsen, 1976). 
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2.5. Persons who deliver error correction 
 
Language teachers are the primary persons who are responsible for correcting students’ errors, but learners’ roles 
also are important for effective error correction (Corder, 1973 and Allwright, 1975). In Jang’s (2003) study, 600 
learners (73%) of the EFL students thought that error correction is a teacher’s duty, while only 45 learners (6%) 
disagree with this idea. On the other hand, 50.6% of the students supported peer-correction and 46.7% believed that 
peer-correction is beneficial, while only 5.5% of the participants stated that they felt uncomfortable with peer-
correction (Katayama, 2007). 
2.6. Students’ views toward error correction 
 
The necessity of error correction 
Katayama’s study, of 353 females and 233 males who had enrolled in 21 EFL classes at six universities located 
in three different cities in Japan used questionnaires in order to collect data. 77.6% of the participants had positive 
attitudes toward receiving error correction (Katayama, 2007). The main reason for these optimistic views is that 
learners wanted to improve their accuracy in English. Similarly, 82 % of 819 Korean EFL learners have positive 
attitudes toward error correction (Jang, 2003). The sample was males and females who had enrolled in English 
conversation classes at Kyungpook National University: 19 classrooms of regular courses and 44 classrooms of the 
language institute (Jang, 2003). The total was 1,061, but 465 males and 354 females completed the given 
questionnaire. The ESL and EFL learners had strong positive perceptions toward receiving error correction in the 
studies conducted by Cathcart and Olsen (1976), Chenoweth et al. (1983), McCargar (1993), Oladejo (1993), and 
Bang (1999). FL learners had a strong positive attitude toward explicit grammar instruction and error correction 
(Schulz, 2001) and 92.8% of the participants in Japanese classrooms in the USA expressed strong positive attitudes 
toward teacher-correction (Katayama, 2006). 
Types of errors that need to be corrected 
476 (58%) of a total of 819 EFL students wanted to be corrected every time they made a speaking error in their 
conversation class, while only 114 learners (14%) disagreed with it (Jang, 2003). However, 47.3% of 588 
participants disagreed that teachers should correct all errors that students make in speaking English (Katayama, 
2007). Most students said that they did not need all their errors to be corrected because they thought that correcting 
them would affect learners’ feelings. However, 40% expressed agreement that teachers should correct only the 
errors that interfere with communication, while 32.7% disagreed, and 27.3% remained neutral (Katayama, 2007). 
The students added that they agreed with selective correction because incorrect English is all right as long as it is 
understandable. Conversely, the students who opposed selective correction pointed out that correcting only errors 
that interfere with communication is not sufficient. 
Types of corrective feedback 
Katayama (2007) examines learners’ preferences among ten types of correction for grammar correction. The 
result showed that 70% of 588 learners chose the method in which the teacher   provided a hint which might enable 
the learner to observe the error and self-correct. Next, 64.1% endorsed the method where the teacher explains why 
the student’s utterance is incorrect. An equally popular method which 64.1% of the participants chose was where the 
teacher pointed out the error and gave the correct form. Finally, 60.6% liked the method where the teacher presented 
the correct form when repeating all or part of the student’s utterance.  
Conversely, the preferred correction methods of pronunciation errors showed that 64.4% of 588 students liked the 
method where the teacher gave a hint which might enable the student to notice the error and self-correct (Katayama, 
2007). Next, 64.1% endorsed the correction method where the teacher pointed out the error and provided the correct 
pronunciation. 63% preferred the method where the teacher presented the correct form when repeating all or part of 
the student’s utterance or recast. Recasts have been frequently employed by teachers in observational studies 
(Cathcart & Olsen, 1976; Fanselow, 1977; Doughty, 1994; Lyster & Ranta, 1997; Lyster, 2001). Finally, 62.9% of 
the participants preferred the method where the teacher explains why the student’s utterance is incorrect. 
To conclude, the majority of the participants favoured four out of the ten possible correction methods for both 
grammatical and pronunciation errors in different orders of preference (Katayama, 2007). The most favourite 
method of correction for both grammatical and phonological errors was the method where the teacher gives a hint 
which might enable the learner to observe the error and self-correct. This indirect correction method is intended to 
indicate that the learner has made an error without embarrassing them and avoiding losing face. Another favourite 
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method was the method that tries to elicit self-correction where the teacher explains why the student’s utterance is 
incorrect.  
Persons who deliver error correction 
Sultana (2009) conducted questionnaires about peer-correction in ESL classroom among the adult and young 
language learners of Bangladesh. 23 adults whose age ranged from 19 to 24 and 20 young learners whose were aged 
between 8 and 11 years old participated. Adults gave a reason for liking it that peers’ standard was equal to the 
learners, so they would explain learners’ mistakes more softly, whereas young participants gave a reason that it 
would improve their English.  
3. Methodology 
The participants in this study are first year SSRUIC students in Bangkok, Thailand. The participants’ proficiency 
levels varied from low-intermediate to advance. The reason for choosing the students who were at least low-
intermediate level was to prevent students from incorrectly responding to the questions due to their limited 
comprehension skills. All participants are teenage EFL learners and their ages ranged from 18 to 21 years old. They 
have been studying English for more than eight years on average. The instruments are a questionnaire and an 
interview. The questionnaire is for the participants in the college and it is intended to investigate their perceptions 
and opinions toward error correction. The questionnaire contains a total of twenty items using a 5-point Likert-scale 
ranging from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”. Interview seems to offer a more in-depth view than the 
questionnaire. The main purpose of the interview is to investigate in more detail the learners’ preference.  
For data collection, a pilot study will be conducted to examine whether any questions are problematic and it will 
be administered to the students in their classrooms by the researcher after the improvement. Next, the researcher will 
choose some interesting questionnaire items to make interview questions to explore interviewees’ opinions, 
experiences and feelings toward error correction in depth, and conduct a pilot study in order to examine whether any 
of the interview questions are problematic. Then, the interview questions will be changed using the feedback 
received from the participants in the pilot study. Next, the researcher will contact volunteer students who would 
have agreed to participate in the interview.  
For the data analysis, methods of the questionnaire will provide a general idea about the preference toward error 
correction amongst the participants. Firstly, a simple descriptive analysis will be used to provide an overview of the 
participants and to answer the research questions. The questionnaire results will be explained and represented 
through bar charts. The aim of the analysis of the interview is to gain in-depth insights from the opinions of 
participants toward error correction. During the analysis of interviews, the researcher will return to the transcriptions 
to get more data to add into the analysis where needed. Finally, the researcher will create all the results from the 
questionnaire and interviews within the five categories to make a holistic analysis. 
4. Discussion 
Hypothesis 1, SSRUIC students want to receive error correction, but they might not want their spoken errors to 
be always corrected, was not supported by the results because both males (25/25) and females (25/25) wanted to 
receive error correction and there was only one male out of 25 who remained neutral with the statement that “You 
always want your teacher to give corrective feedback on errors”, whereas males (24/25) and females (25/25) ‘agree’ 
with the statement. However, the results partially answered the research question and showed that both males and 
females wanted their spoken errors to be corrected. Similarly, in Katayama’s (2006) study, 92.8% of the participants 
have positive attitudes toward receiving error correction as well as 77.6% from the result in Katayama’s (2007) 
study and 82 % of 819 Korean EFL learners in Jang’s (2003) study. ESL and EFL learners also had strongly positive 
attitudes toward receiving error correction in the studies conducted by Cathcart and Olsen (1976), Chenoweth et al. 
(1983), McCargar (1993), Oladejo (1993), Bang (1999), and Schulz (2001). According to the interview, interviewee 
gave reason for this positive attitude toward the necessity of error correction by stating that: “I strongly agreed 
because we can use the advice to write or speak more accurately in the future”. This is similarly to the main reason 
for positive attitude of the learners in Katayama’s (2007) study that learners wanted to improve their accuracy in 
English. 
Hypothesis 2, after finishing speaking is the most appropriate time to correct SSRUIC students’ spoken errors 
regardless whether the focus is on accuracy or fluency was supported by the findings. The results showed that males 
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(22/25) and females (25/25) regarded correcting spoken errors after finish speaking as the most appropriate time. 
The results differs from Hedge’s (2000) suggestions, the teacher’s guides which accompany course books often 
instruct language teachers to leave correction until the end of fluency activities. 
Hypothesis 3, the important types of errors which SSRUIC students consider need to be corrected are the serious 
spoken errors that may cause problems to a listener’s understanding was disconfirmed by the results that “Errors that 
may cause problems in an understanding of listener” received the highest points from both the males (25/25) and 
females (25/25) as well as males (25/25) and females (25/25) considered “frequent spoken errors”. These findings 
reveal that the males and females do not want all the errors that occur to be treated, but they want their teachers to 
correct “errors that may cause problems in an understanding of listener” as well as “frequent spoken errors”.  
Hypothesis 4, explicit feedback is the preferred way to correct the errors for SSRUIC students. The assumption 
was not confirmed because both explicit feedback (16/25) and repetition (16/25) were the most popular type of 
corrective feedback among males, whereas metalinguistic feedback (16/25) was the most favoured among females. 
These findings suggest that the females want to have an opportunity to repair their own errors, but they also want to 
obtain a clue about their errors. Similarly, Katayama (2007), the most favourite method of correction for both 
grammatical and phonological errors was the method where the teacher gives a hint which might enable the learner 
to observe the error and self-correct. Another favourite method was the method that tries to elicit self-correction 
where the teacher explains why the student’s utterance is incorrect.  
Hypothesis 5, SSRUIC students want their errors to be corrected by their teachers, not by classmates or 
themselves was supported by the findings. The results showed that, of the three options, teachers were the most 
popular source of feedback among males (25/25) and females (24/25). Language teachers are the primary persons 
who are responsible for correcting students’ errors (Corder, 1973 and Allwright, 1975). 
5. Future Studies 
Based on the findings and the limitations, there are three suggestions. Firstly, no researchers appear to have 
explored learners’ preferences toward error correction in a Thai context. Therefore, there is still much room for 
future research. Secondly, larger numbers of participants are recommended in order to overcome the limitation of 
the present study which occurred due to using a small sample. Thirdly, it is very interesting to pay attention to the 
different views between males and females toward error corrections in order to investigate the question “To what 
extent do perceptions toward error correction differ between Thai male and female learners?” 
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